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qualities. Less than thirty-five hundred 
medals have been authorized to date, 
and just 158 are living today. 

One of those 158 living recipients is a 
colleague of ours here in the Senate—a 
colleague I will surely miss upon my 
retirement. I think all Senators, and 
indeed all Americans, ought to take 
this moment to recognize BOB 
KERREY’s heroic action on that day in 
1969, when he displayed immense brav-
ery in the face of overwhelming adver-
sity. 

Today—thirty years later—BOB 
KERREY continues to exhibit the kind 
of dedication and honor that earned 
him the Medal of Honor. Just one ex-
ample of Senator KERREY’s distinction 
as a Senator is the countless hours he 
had devoted to curbing the politically 
popular entitlement programs that 
have contributed so greatly to our 
staggering national debt. Taking on 
this issue isn’t the easiest thing for an 
elected official to do—it is a task 
fraught with political danger. But BOB 
KERREY knows that it’s the right thing 
to do for our nation, and that is why he 
continues to persevere. 

My colleagues here today will pro-
vide numerous other examples of BOB 
KERRY’s accomplishments as a U.S. 
Senator. Given his heroism during my 
tenure as Navy Secretary, these ac-
complishments come as no surprise. I 
am proud to be a cosponsor of this res-
olution, and thank Senators DASCHLE 
and EDWARDS for their leadership in 
bringing it to the Senate floor.∑ 

f 

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE ACT 

∑ Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss yesterday’s over-
whelming Senate vote in favor of the 
National Missile Defense Act of 1999. I 
was pleased to join with many of my 
colleagues in support of this legislation 
that will help to ensure that the 
United States does everything it can to 
defend itself from the threat of limited 
ballistic missile launches, both acci-
dental and intentional. This legisla-
tion, which makes it the policy of the 
United States to deploy an effective 
national missile defense when techno-
logically possible, takes an important 
first step toward providing a signifi-
cant defense for all citizens of the 
United States against limited ballistic 
missile attacks. 

As most of my colleagues know, 
today, the United States faces a seri-
ous, credible, and growing threat from 
limited ballistic missiles that could po-
tentially carry nuclear, biological or 
chemical payloads. This new threat is 
not from Russia, our partner in many 
important arms control agreements. 
Instead, this threat comes from the in-
creasing proliferation of ballistic mis-
sile technology. In particular, certain 
rogue states pose the greatest threat as 
they continue to push for—and make 
great progress in acquiring—delivery 
systems that directly threaten the 
United States. I do not believe that the 
threat from these rogue states, most of 

which have demonstrated a complete 
disregard for the well-being of their 
own citizens as they relentlessly pur-
sue the acquisition of this ballistic 
missile technology, can be understated. 

Mr. President, this new and emerging 
ballistic missile threat from rogue 
states was dramatically highlighted by 
the August 1998 Taepo Dong I missile 
launch in North Korea. This North Ko-
rean missile launch demonstrated im-
portant aspects of intercontinental 
missile development. Most impor-
tantly, the missile included multiple 
stage separation and the use of a third 
stage. This use of a third stage, in par-
ticular, was surprising to our intel-
ligence community. Using a third stage 
gives this missile a potential range in 
excess of 5,500 kilometers, thus effec-
tively making the Taepo Dong I an 
intercontinental ballistic missile. 

Unfortunately, America’s intel-
ligence community did not expect the 
North Korean’s to have the capability 
to make such a three stage missile. In 
fact, the most recent U.S. intelligence 
reports made prior to this Taepo Dong 
I launch claimed that no rogue state 
would have this capability for at least 
ten years. 

Even before the North Koreans 
launched their Taepo Dong I missile 
last August, there were other dis-
turbing reports that predicted the emi-
nent ballistic missile threat to the 
United States. In July, the Commission 
to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat 
to the United States, known as the 
Rumsfeld Commission, released its re-
port. The Rumsfeld Commission was a 
bipartisan commission headed by 
former Defense Secretary Rumsfeld 
and other well respected members in 
the defense community. The Rumsfeld 
Commission warned of the growing bal-
listic missile threat that rogue states 
posed to the United States. The Rums-
feld Commission unanimously found 
that, ‘‘concerted efforts by a number of 
overtly or potentially hostile nations 
to acquire ballistic missiles with bio-
logical or nuclear payloads pose a 
growing threat to the United States, 
its deployed forces and its friends and 
allies.’’ 

The Commission reported further 
that, ‘‘The threat to the U.S. posed by 
these emerging capabilities is broader, 
more mature and evolving more rap-
idly than has been reported in esti-
mates and reports by the Intelligence 
Community.’’ 

The launch of the Taepo Dong I mis-
sile and the findings of the Rumsfeld 
Commission are very troubling. It is 
clear that ballistic missile technology 
is progressing rapidly and proliferating 
just as rapidly and, consequently, the 
threat to the United States is real. It is 
no longer a perceived threat or a poten-
tial threat. It is not a threat that may 
come ten years down the road. This 
threat is tangible and it is here now. I 
believe that we have a moral responsi-
bility to all Americans to do every-
thing possible to defend the United 
States from this threat. Supporting 

this legislation, in my opinion, is an 
important step in providing a solid de-
fense for the United States against lim-
ited ballistic missile attacks. 

Moreover, S.257 is a responsible way 
to address the threat that the United 
States faces. In contrast to previous 
legislative efforts, most of which micro 
managed this policy by setting a fixed 
date for deployment and by dictating 
the exact type of missile defense sys-
tem to be deployed, this legislation 
more properly lays out broad U.S. pol-
icy. The bill simply—but clearly—calls 
for deployment of an effective system 
once the technology is possible. No 
date for deployment is set. No require-
ment for a specific type of ballistic 
missile defense is outlined. By not dic-
tating such requirements, this legisla-
tion responsibly allows for flexibility 
for our military experts to develop and 
deploy the best possible missile defense 
system. This language helps ensure 
that the United State will not rush 
into deployment with a substandard 
system—at a cost of billions of tax-
payer dollars—just to be able to say 
we’ve deployed a limited missile de-
fense. 

Instead, this legislation will help en-
sure that the United States has de-
ployed a system that has been thor-
oughly tested and proven operationally 
effective. I fully support this flexible 
approach. 

Mr. President, let me briefly address 
the issue of cost. A lot has been said 
about how the original draft of this 
legislation could have bypassed future 
deliberations about how much the Pen-
tagon should spend on missile defense. 
In effect, many critics of this legisla-
tion believed this bill would simply be 
providing a blank check for all future 
missile defense development and de-
ployment efforts. I don’t believe that is 
the case. This legislation does not pre-
clude such important funding delibera-
tions. However, I was very glad to sup-
port the amendment that Senator 
COCHRAN offered yesterday to make it 
absolutely explicit that Congress will 
fully debate the cost implications of a 
missile defense system in all annual 
defense authorizations and appropria-
tions proceedings in the future. I plan 
to fully weigh the costs and benefits of 
missile defense in comparison to all 
other defense programs and to assess 
all potential threats to the United 
States at the time of those delibera-
tions. 

Finally, I am also pleased that the 
bill now calls for the United States to 
continue working with the Russians to 
reduce nuclear weapons. I strongly sup-
ported the amendment offered by Sen-
ator LANDRIEU which added this policy 
statement to S. 257. The United States 
and Russia have made great progress in 
reducing nuclear weapons over the past 
decade and both countries need to con-
tinue to do so. I think this statement 
of policy calling for continued efforts 
to reduce nuclear weapons is extremely 
important. We need to make it clear to 
ourselves, to all American citizens, to 
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our allies, and to the world that not 
only does the United States plan to de-
fend itself from the threat of limited 
ballistic missile attacks, but that the 
best protection we can offer our nation 
is a world in which the fewest possible 
weapons of mass destruction exist. 

Again, I thank Senator COCHRAN and 
all the cosponsors for introducing this 
important piece of legislation and for 
allowing the modifications to be made 
that garnered broad bipartisan support. 
I believe it is entirely appropriate for 
Congress to make it the policy of the 
United States to deploy an effective 
missile defense when technologically 
possible. The National Missile Defense 
Act will help allow this Government to 
keep its most important covenant with 
the American people—to protect their 
life and liberty. 

f 

DRUG FREE BORDERS ACT OF 1999 

∑ Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Drug Free Borders Act 
of 1999, of which I am an original co-
sponsor. This legislation, identical to 
S. 1787 from the 105th Congress, author-
izes funding for advanced sensing 
equipment for detecting illegal drugs 
before they can cross our border and 
emerge on the streets of America’s cit-
ies. I would like to commend my good 
friend, Senator PHIL GRAMM, for once 
again taking the lead in introducing 
the Drug Free Borders Act during the 
106th Congress. 

Those of us who represent States bor-
dering Mexico are particularly sen-
sitive to the dangers implicit in failing 
to properly monitor traffic crossing 
that border. Yet, we also recognize 
that Mexico is one of our largest trad-
ing partners, and a country with which 
it is in our best interest to maintain as 
open a border as possible. It is a careful 
balancing act, but one that merits our 
greatest efforts. 

While the effects of the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement are being 
closely monitored by supporters and 
critics of that pact alike, it has become 
clear that NAFTA represents an impor-
tant component of our international 
economic policy, contributing to the 
creation of 300,000 new American jobs 
since its passage. The agreement only 
went into effect in 1994, and it will 
likely be several more years before its 
full impact can be determined. The re-
sults from the first five years, however, 
unambiguously demonstrate that the 
agreement has a net positive impact on 
the U.S. economy. 

But this bill is not about trade, it is 
about drugs, and about the measures 
that must be taken to ensure that we 
are doing everything we can to stem 
the flow of illegal drugs into our cities 
without impeding the flow of legiti-
mate commerce. The key to finding 
that balance is the procurement of the 
equipment needed to expeditiously 
scan incoming cargo, not just on the 
U.S.-Mexican border, but at our other 
ports of entry as well—and I should 
point out the emphasis in this bill on 

your maritime ports of entry. The 
Drug Free Borders Act of 1999 rep-
resents an important and substantive 
step in that direction. Authorizing over 
$1 billion to beef-up Customs Depart-
ment operations along our borders with 
Mexico and Canada, as well as at the 
maritime ports of entry, this legisla-
tion is a sound, responsible approach to 
enhancing this country’s capabilities 
to interdict the flow of drugs before 
they reach our children. 

Mr. President, I urge the support of 
all of my colleagues for the Drug Free 
Borders Act of 1999. This bill passed 
both Chambers of Congress last year, 
but fell victim to the vagaries of time, 
as the 105th Congress adjourned while 
the bill was still in conference. Its pas-
sage by both the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, however, clearly il-
lustrates its broad bipartisan support, 
and I look forward to its passage into 
law during the current session of Con-
gress.∑ 

f 

DESIGNATING MARCH 25, 1999, AS 
‘‘GREEK INDEPENDENCE DAY’’ 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that S. Res. 50 be 
discharged from the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and further, that the Senate 
now proceed to its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 50) designating March 

25, 1999, as ‘‘Greek Independence Day: A Na-
tional Day of Celebration of Greek and 
American Democracy.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the resolution appear 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 50) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 50 

Whereas the ancient Greeks developed the 
concept of democracy, in which the supreme 
power to govern was invested in the people; 

Whereas the Founding Fathers of the 
United States of America drew heavily upon 
the political experience and philosophy of 
ancient Greece in forming our representative 
democracy; 

Whereas the founders of the modern Greek 
state modeled their government after that of 
the United States in an effort to best imitate 
their ancient democracy; 

Whereas Greece is one of the only 3 nations 
in the world, beyond the former British Em-
pire, that has been allied with the United 
States in every major international conflict 
this century; 

Whereas the heroism displayed in the his-
toric World War II Battle of Crete epito-
mized Greece’s sacrifice for freedom and de-
mocracy as it presented the Axis land war 
with its first major setback and set off a 
chain of events which significantly affected 
the outcome of World War II; 

Whereas these and other ideals have forged 
a close bond between our 2 nations and their 
peoples; 

Whereas March 25, 1999, marks the 178th 
anniversary of the beginning of the revolu-
tion which freed the Greek people from the 
Ottoman Empire; and 

Whereas it is proper and desirable to cele-
brate with the Greek people and to reaffirm 
the democratic principles from which our 2 
great nations were born: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates March 25, 1999, as ‘‘Greek 

Independence Day: A National Day of Cele-
bration of Greek and American Democracy’’; 
and 

(2) requests the President to issue a procla-
mation calling upon the people of the United 
States to observe the day with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 

f 

DESIGNATING MARCH 21 THROUGH 
MARCH 27, 1999, AS ‘‘NATIONAL 
INHALANTS AND POISONS 
AWARENESS WEEK’’ 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that S. Res. 47 be 
discharged from the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and further, that the Senate 
now proceed to its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 47) designating the 

week of March 21 through 27, 1999, as ‘‘Na-
tional Inhalants and Poisons Awareness 
Week.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motion to reconsider be upon 
the table, and that any statements re-
lating to S. Res. 47 appear in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 47) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, is 

as follows: 
S. RES. 47 

Whereas the National Inhalant Prevention 
Coalition has declared the week of March 21 
through March 27, 1999, ‘‘National Inhalants 
and Poisons Awareness Week’’. 

Whereas inhalant abuse is nearing epi-
demic proportions, with almost 20 percent of 
all youths admitting to experimenting with 
inhalants by the time they graduate from 
high school, and only 4 percent of parents 
suspecting their children of inhalant use; 

Whereas according to the National Insti-
tute on Drug Abuse, inhalant use ranks third 
behind the use of alcohol and tobacco for all 
youths through the eighth grade; 
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